Director's Message
Community, cooperation, and connections are concepts that tie together this issue of the Journal. These concepts are especially important to the law enforcement community as data analysis evolves into one of the most valuable tools for communication and information sharing.
In the cover story, Tom Kingsley and Kathryn S. Pettit offer an overview of the National Neighborhood Indicators Partnership, an advanced information system with integrated and periodically updated information on conditions in 13 neighborhoods. These data include births, deaths, crime, health, education, public assistance, and property conditions, among others, and are helpful in planning, identifying lowincome neighborhoods, and monitoring and evaluating programs. Elizabeth Glazer's article describes the development and use of a computer system that, at the press of a button, shows the activity of multiple Federal agencies in any given area. The concept was simple: if all the information stored in paper files throughout the Southern District of New York's U.S. Attorney's Office was placed in one database, information that had previously taken days to gather would only take hours to process. The U.S. Attorney's Office can use this one-stop information source to look beyond their individual cases to solve problems that they and other agencies are working on.
The Workshop on Building Data Systems and Responding to Violence Against Women (VAW) focuses on ways to standardize disparate data. VAW statistics have been plagued by different reporting standards, and the Departments of Justice and Health and Human Services, along with attending practitioners and researchers, are attempting to normalize the information to allow for more universal and accurate data interpretation. Recommendations dealt with defining violence, measuring the number of victims, and ensuring victim's confidentiality and safety.
Todd R. Clear and David R. Karp explore the relatively new concept of community justice in their article. The roles and relationships of the victim, offender, and community are examined, as well as the role of the justice system. Two models also are presented-one in Austin, Texas, and one statewide in Vermont-to provide more tangible examples of how these citizen-based initiatives work and how they interact with more traditional criminal justice practices.
S uppose you are a Federal prosecutor working with a joint FBI/local police task force determined to stop a slew of deadly crimes committed by a neighborhood robbery crew. You are about to meet with the investigators on the task force to discuss the schedule for carrying out arrests planned for tomorrow. But as the meeting starts, two of the investigators say they've both heard that another Federal agency-they aren't sure which one-has recently executed a search warrant in the same building where you plan to make your arrests. You need to find out quickly who conducted the search and whether it connects to your case. You must know so you can both protect the safety of the officers and determine if the two investigations intersect. What do you do? Your jurisdiction is home to a score of Federal agencies. Can you find the right person in time? If you do, will that person tell you the information you need about the search warrant?
Federal law enforcement officers face this type of scenario almost every day-with varying degrees of urgency. Many State and local jurisdictions, too, host a variety of law enforcement agencies working on often overlapping targets and topics. This article describes a solution one U.S. Attorney's Office found to integrate seemingly disparate pieces of information and solve problems more effectively. State and local prosecutors with similar kinds of problems may find that the solution works for them as well.
Managing the Information
Is the Drug Enforcement Administration's investigation of a drug ring's local market related to the Internal Revenue Service's examination of money remitters' customers around the corner? Is the gun runner under Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms' (ATF) surveillancewhose real identity the agency has not yet determined-possibly the illegal alien the Immigration and Naturalization Service's fugitive squad is seeking? Can FBI knowledge about the criminal activities of the Latin Kings' Supreme Crown be enhanced if agents speak to the Crown's neighbor, whom the Secret Service just picked up on a "clone phone" violation? Computerized mapping technology has now given us a ready way to answer those questions.
Using computers, maps, and a relational database, a team of prosecutors, computer programmers, and clerical staff in the office of Mary Jo White of the U.S. Attorney's Office for the Southern District of New York (USAO SDNY) created a system that, at the press of a button, shows which agencies are working in a particular geographic area.
The system takes advantage of two common facts of life in all large, urban prosecutors' offices:
s Criminal communities are usually organized by geography; the agencies investigating them usually are not. Law enforcement agencies divide investigations by crime, but criminals form networks that do not always respect those demarcations.
Criminal relationships in a local community are more likely to be defined by geography than by the nature of the crime. In addition, criminals operating in a particular neighborhood are likely to know one another, even if Federal investigative agencies segregate them by their specialty. For example, a neighborhood drug dealer is likely to know not only who deals drugs in the neighborhood, but also who puts "traps" in cars, launders money, and carries out hits. He knows this in the same way and for the same reason a lawabiding citizen knows where in the neighborhood to buy groceries, repair a car, wash clothes, and find a doctor.
s Most of the information gathered by the multitude of Federal agencies investigating cases eventually makes its way to the U.S.
Attorney's Office. The Federal prosecutor's office becomes the intersection for exchanging a wealth of data, facts, and intelligence and for sorting out the interrelationships between all the pieces of information.
Whether the agency is the Department of Agriculture working on a food stamp fraud case in a neighborhood grocery or the ATF investigating gun running out of that same grocery, the U.S. Attorney will be the common point of contact. The prosecutor will be the one who cuts the subpoena on the store's records for Agriculture and authorizes the taping of the gun deal for ATF. But in many offices, these connections are not easily discovered because different prosecutors are responsible for each of these cases, and neither they nor the investigating agencies have any simple method of discovering their joint interests.
Prosecutors in USAO SDNY felt the full effects of this situation when they began concentrating heavily on the prosecution, through racketeering laws, of violent neighborhood gangs. In a few short years, the Office had charged more than 300 defendants with more than 200 murders; and in each neighborhood where a gang was incapacitated, the murder rate plunged well below the citywide averages.
The investigation of each gang uncovered connections to bits and pieces of other agencies' investigations-both active and closed. And each target provided a rich set of connections and relationships with past and future targets from the neighborhood under scrutiny. It was the realization that these intense connections among neighborhood felons could be harnessed via today's technology that prompted USAO SDNY to develop a methodical means of discovering patterns of criminal activity. They hit upon computerized mapping as a way to cut across the different agencies that were the sources of the information.
Developing the Solution
The idea was simple: collect key information about cases in a single place so that interconnections could be easily identified. What would the key information be? At a minimum it would include: (1) addresses for arrests and residences of defendants and victims, (2) crime locations, and (3) areas and topics of cooperation of Federal witnesses. If possible, key information also would include the addresses of suspects and locations under investigation, relevant telephone numbers, locations of search warrants, and wiretaps. Such key information exists in paper folders throughout a prosecutor's office, but
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The investigation of each gang uncovered connections to bits and pieces of other agencies' investigations-both active and closed. And each target provided a rich set of connections and relationships with past and future targets from the neighborhood under scrutiny. It was the realization that these intense connections among neighborhood felons could be harnessed via today's technology that prompted USAO SDNY to develop a methodical means of discovering patterns of criminal activity.
it is not easily searched and can be difficult to identify. Electronic organization of the information permits its more systematic use.
Although the idea was simple, the logistics of its execution were not. At the outset, the project faced the challenge of developing a system with little money, expertise, or personnel.
To address the lack of money and expertise, the Office worked with geographers and researchers at Hunter College at the City University of New York, who in turn received a small grant from NIJ. 1 The group, led by Professor Victor Goldsmith, was highly trained in Geographic Information Systems (GIS) and had helped the New York City Police Department in enhancing its crime mapping system.
To address the lack of personnel, the Office drafted student interns, paralegals, secretaries, and others to assemble and clean the data.
The system was dubbed "Rackets" because the impetus for collecting and tracking the information came from the Office's extensive work in racketeering cases brought against gangs.
Making Rackets a Reality
During the first 6 months of the project, a Hunter College graduate student, Colin Reilly, developed a working model of a database and corresponding geocoding system. (Geocoding is the process by which addresses in a data file are assigned coordinates that describe their location on the earth's surface, enabling them to be mapped.)
Reilly's goal was to turn data from the U.S. Marshals Service and USAO into a system that staff with limited computer knowledge could use to produce maps showing all Federal law enforcement activity in SDNY.
He developed the system using a custom database, a mapping program, and geographic base files (or city maps). (See "The Nuts and Bolts of Rackets.")
As the programming work progressed, the team faced the daunting task of determining a method of accurately capturing information about pending cases. Because the U.S. Marshals Service books and photographs every defendant arrested in the Federal system, collecting its data seemed a logical first place to start. 
Benefits of Rackets
Rackets was designed to give prosecutors basic information about various cases across geographic areas. But it does more than that.
It saves time. Rackets provides a service that lightens the daily workload: Federal rules of discovery require prosecutors to give defense counsel a copy of the booking form and often a photograph of each defendant. This task is now accomplished automatically by Rackets, saving numerous hours of work for both the Marshals Service and USAO. In addition, the information is more legible and the photographs are clearer than the faxed forms and photographs previously obtained.
It answers questions about cases and caseloads. Rackets responds to approximately 50 requests a month for information. The requests range from simple questions (such as determining which prosecutor is responsible for a particular case) to more complex questions (such as identifying Federal cooperators familiar with a certain area or identifying agencies working in a particular region).
It gives background information.
Rackets allows a prosecutor to enter a street address or intersection into the computer and create both a map and a report about crime patterns in that neighborhood. The location can be as small as the street corner of an intersection or as big as the entire city.
It analyzes special problems. Rackets also provides an important base for combining data from many sources. For example, when ATF traces guns used to commit crimes to the store that first sold the gun, Rackets can map the location of purchases, color-code the data by State, and use the data as a starting point to determine if guns from particular States are fueling the spiking rate of shootings in certain neighborhoods.
Where Does Mapping Analysis Go From Here?
The potential for USAO to apply data analysis and computer mapping in other ways depends on the Office's ability to continue to mobilize staff and maintain the accuracy and timeliness of the system. USAO SDNY has been particularly successful in solving homicides by using information provided by defendants who cooperate with the Government-and who often are members of the murderous groups USAO targets. As a first step in determining whether a particular individual will be a candidate for cooperation, defendants must tell prosecutors truthfully about every crime they have committed, whether related to a specific arrest charge or not. The Office thus becomes the repository of enormous amounts of information about violent crimes committed throughout the city. By overlaying (or merging) a computerized map of the city's unsolved homicides with a map of homicides revealed by cooperators, numerous leads can be developed to solve those crimes.
In forfeiture cases, Rackets can be used to identify the array of drug activity that takes place at a particular location, regardless of the investigating agency. In police corruption cases, the system can identify potential witnesses and map alleged violations by precinct. In money laundering cases, related "smurfing" activity can be identified by mapping the banks and remitters engaged in suspect activity.
Other features can be added easily so that the Office can create visual aids for trial or for debriefing witnesses. For example, Rackets has incorporated aerial photographs of New York City so that a photograph as well as a map pops up when a particular address is entered. These photos help jurors and witnesses visualize the relationships between places.
The current system, which downloads the Marshals Service's digitalized photographs of defendants, also could be enhanced to become a centralized Federal catchment for electronic photo-arrays. 
Replicating the System
Replicating the system should be much simpler than creating it from scratch. The relational database structure that supports the system has been created, and, at the Federal level, the Department of Justice's case-tracking system has been improved. USAO SDNY hopes to standardize Rackets so that it can be used in any prosecutor's office.
Local prosecutors who work with various investigative agencies may also find that a mapping system produces information that simultaneously cuts across agency lines and synthesizes cases coming from a variety of sources. A district attorney whose jurisdiction extends across a county with a number of municipalities will prosecute cases developed by many agencies that O nce seen most commonly in the West and Southwest, methamphetamine (also known as "meth," "speed," "crank," and "crystal") has begun to spread throughout the United States. Since the early 1990's, it has gradually moved into the Midwest and South and is now found in many major metropolitan areas throughout the country, although less so in the Northeast. 
The Task Force's Mandate
The legislation directed the Task Force to examine the impact of methamphetamine and other synthetic stimulants and to evaluate, design, and implement Federal strategies for educating the public about methamphetamine, preventing and treating its use, and helping law enforcement respond to it.
The Task Force was cochaired by Attorney General Janet Reno and Office of National Drug Control Policy Director Barry McCaffrey.
The Task Force held four formal meetings:
• May 1998, Washington, D.C.-presentations by researchers, practitioners, and others began the process of assembling baseline knowledge about the methamphetamine problem.
• October 1998, Omaha, Nebraskaperspectives from people confronting the methamphetamine problem locally aided understanding of the drug's impact.
• May 1999, San Diego, Californiathe Task Force's official report was reviewed to ensure it reflected the substance, nuances, and principles Task Force members believed should guide future policy discussions about methamphetamine.
• November 1999, Washington, D.C.-national, State, and local stakeholders from a variety of disciplines were convened to provide input on how to implement the Task Force's recommendations.
The Findings
During the course of its work, the Task Force explored meth's history and the current and future state of the problem in the United States, with the goal of providing guidance for a national plan to combat it. Although much more remains to be learned, the Task Force concluded the following:
s Methamphetamine is a dangerous, addictive drug, and the population of users is expanding but not well defined.
s There is a lack of data about the prevalence of methamphetamine use and abuse. Also known as "meth," "crank," "ice," and other names, methamphetamine is a synthetic psychostimulant that produces intoxication, dependence, and psychosis. Methamphetamine is a mood-altering drug that induces behavioral effects such as increased activity and decreased appetite; the high lasts 8 to 24 hours.
Although there is an initial general sense of well-being, methamphetamine use has been associated with both long-and short-term problems, such as brain damage, cognitive impairment and memory loss, stroke, paranoia, anorexia, hyperthermia, hepatitis and HIV transmission (through needle sharing), and violence.
Like cocaine, methamphetamine is a Schedule II drug, available only through a highly restricted prescription procedure. (Schedule I drugs are considered the most dangerous drugs with no recognized medical use, while Schedule V is reserved for the least dangerous drugs.) Medical uses for methamphetamine include treatment for narcolepsy, attention deficit disorder, and obesity.
The drug is manufactured illegally by domestic clandestine laboratories and by Mexican sources; it is distributed through established drug trafficking routes. It can be produced using over-the-counter drugs, household products, and other readily available chemicals. In addition to the obvious health and crime concerns associated with the drug, the laboratories themselves pose a fire and public safety threat.
through environmental hazards-the general public. In the 1990's, nonprofit institutions in several cities started a project to achieve this goal. They began constructing computer-based information systems that would give them data on a variety of conditions and trends at the neighborhood level so they could identify on-the-ground patterns of problems and opportunities, plan well-targeted responses, and, ultimately, track results.
By 1995, six cities (Atlanta, Boston, Cleveland, Denver, Oakland, and Providence) had built advanced information systems with integrated and periodically updated information on neighborhood conditions. They had overcome the resistance of public agencies to sharing administrative data, and because of the steep decline in the cost of new information tools and technologies, they had shown that such systems could be locally self-sustaining.
These databanks cover an extensive array of social welfare issues, including births, deaths, crime, health status, educational performance, public assistance, and property conditions. In 1995, the six nonprofits joined the Urban Institute in Washington, D.C., to establish the National Neighborhood Indicators Partnership (NNIP) with the aim of further coordinating the use of such systems in local policymaking and community building. Today, 13 organizations comprise the NNIP. The partners are listed at the end of this article in the "For More Information" section.
Goals of the Project
The NNIP partners work to democratize information rather than prepare reports for their own research purposes. They provide information to community leaders so that institutions and residents can build their capacity to enhance decision making by using data.
The partners work to use information as a bridge to encourage collaboration in local policymaking, especially between neighborhood groups and the citywide establishment. The NNIP partners concentrate on neighborhood data because conditions are not uniform within a city or county, especially when it comes to poverty and its attendant effects. Citywide data can disguise major differences among neighborhoods. Clearly, knowledge of the characteristics of neighborhoods and their inhabitants is critical to many programs, such as health services, code enforcement, fire prevention, and community policing.
Defining "Neighborhood"
Agreeing on a neighborhood's boundary can be extremely difficult, so NNIP has not adopted a single definition of "neighborhood." Instead, the partners store all data on a small area basis (e.g., single
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address, block, and block group) so the data can be displayed at different levels to serve the varying needs of users. In other words, the neighborhood is whatever a particular user defines it to be.
This flexibility permits service agencies to obtain data for their own service districts (for example, a police beat or a neighborhood school's boundaries), city planners to use comprehensive data for any standard set of neighborhoods they have defined, and community groups to set any boundaries they want for their projects. 4 These and other early applications soon proved their worth, and the partners have had more requests for information than they can handle. For example, Cleveland's system was accessed by 373 separate users during an 8-month period in 1995.
Impartial Information Requests Increase
All six NNIP cities used their data as the primary basis for applying to participate in the Empowerment Zone/Enterprise Community program supported by the Department of Housing and Urban Development. All six cities won funding.
The NNIP partners have developed a reputation for impartiality, as providers of reliable information not beholden to any interests. While they work to bring important issues to the attention of decision makers and seek funding for analyses of those issues, they are not advocates of particular institutional approaches or programs. None represents the government or works exclusively for any one faction in their communities.
Although some now receive funds from government entities for analysis they perform under contract, all receive their core funding from a mix of national and local foundations and private businesses that represent longer term community interests.
NNIP partners have become a onestop shop for a variety of data users who no longer need to call several different agencies and piece together information. For example, when the police department gives its full data file to NNIP, it can then simply refer all requests for police data to the NNIP partner. The benefits-in time as well as money-multiply for those who need neighborhood data from multiple sources.
Why not set up such a data provider within a local government agency? This could be made to work in some circumstances, but generally, NNIP does not advise it. The problem is that the types of information that are useful in understanding neighborhood change come from separate local governments (i.e., from counties and special agencies as well as the city itself). In interviews, several local officials said they would prefer to obtain the neighborhood data they need from a broadly accountable source like an NNIP partner rather than rely on an agency in a sister government.
Types of Access and Requests
NNIP data are accessible in three ways. The easiest and quickest for both parties occurs when requesters can simply access and manipulate the database directly (as is possible with the Boston, Cleveland, and Providence systems) and the systems staff are not involved.
At the next level, the requester asks for tables, maps, or other data that require a fairly limited time commitment from the systems staff.
At the most challenging level, the requester asks for not only a printout of information in the existing database, but also a professional analysis of the data by the research partner and/or hands-on work with stakeholders to help them analyze and understand the implications of the data. These assignments take much more time. Partners normally charge a fee for studies they conduct for agencies or businesses, but their work with community groups is always performed for free.
In all sites, the range of requesters, types of requests, and applications has been tremendous. An analysis of the 116 requests received by the Piton Foundation in Denver between 1991 and 1995 shows this breakdown: 26 percent were from nonprofit health and social service providers, 20 percent were from local government agencies, 14 percent were from neighborhood organizations, 13 percent were from boards of education and individual schools, 8 percent were from foundations and interest groups, 7 percent were from State and Federal agencies, 7 percent were from newspapers and other media, and the remaining 5 percent were from church-based programs. Schools have long recognized that students' difficulties often emanate from problems at home, but the efforts of the schools and other agencies to help are sometimes fragmented and contradictory. Schools and social service agencies too often become involved only in times of crisis rather than working to address root causes.
Oakland was able to do something about this situation. NNIP's local partner, the Urban Strategies Council (USC), with its advanced data processing capabilities and a large amount of relevant information already on hand, was able to secure, process, and link data from school and social agencies for the students and families of one elementary school.
The resulting report revealed a striking overlap in services and prompted a similar study for a much larger population-students at eight schools. The study showed that almost two out of three students used public services and more than a third used at least two different services. The report also documented that the system was investing much more in crisis services than prevention and that there were important differences in the service needs of different racial groups and the types of services provided for them.
The final outcome: new and improved working relationships between representatives of different agencies who recognized they faced a common challenge. They had to "acquaint themselves with agencies outside of their normal scope of work" in defining the questions they hoped the data would answer, and then, after the results were in, "discuss the kinds of joint action they might undertake, patterns of service use, relationships among agencies, and the ultimate effectiveness of existing programs."
1
The group came up with the idea of redeploying staff from different agencies to form a "family support team" around individual schools. The team would "develop new collaborative strategies for working with troubled families, taking on the crisis situations most taxing for schools, and leaving school resources to be focused on prevention, on establishing more positive activities, and on outreach to parents." 2 This concept has been tested in several schools since, and wider implementation is underway. USC continues to monitor performance and provide guidance and support.
Visit the Urban Strategies Council at http://www.urbanstrategies.org. 
Denver's Westside Neighborhood Leadership Program
The Westside Neighborhood Leadership Program is a grassroots effort operating in five of Denver's poorest, largely Latino neighborhoods. Program founders believed that among their residents were latent leaders, the next generation of activists who had the drive but lacked the skills to assert themselves. They developed a leadership curriculum, negotiated approvals, and obtained funding for the program, which now boasts 59 graduates, most of whom have gone on to assume key leadership roles in the community.
Struck by disparaging news reports about their neighborhoods, community leaders asked the Piton Data Initiative to develop a component of the leadership curriculum to teach people how to obtain and use neighborhood data effectively. The Piton Data Initiative now trains each new class of leaders on what data are available, how to obtain and interpret them, how to develop their own data, and how to use data in policy initiatives.
The program has yielded concrete results. One parent used schoolspecific special education data from Piton to successfully argue for more effective screening for behavioral and emotional disabilities to avoid the disproportionate tracking of children of color into special education programs.
Another parent, concerned about the extremely high turnover among children in her school, used Piton data to create special programs to identify children at risk of being repeatedly uprooted, to work with the parents to stabilize them, and to work with the children to ensure continuity of education when they did have to change schools. Another graduate founded a youth arts recognition program and used the data to encourage local businesses to support the group's efforts by making donations and opening their facilities to display artwork.
Visit The Piton Foundation at http:// www.piton.org.
adequate range of information on changing neighborhood circumstances can be provided is through the development in each city of the kind of ongoing data assembly now provided by the NNIP partners.
Community building. Most NNIP partners give their highest priority to providing data to community groups who are designing their own performance and monitoring measures. In so doing, they are endorsing the principles of comprehensive, community-led collaboration. NNIP partners encourage residents to learn about their neighborhoods-and their comparative advantages and disadvantages-as they design action programs and build a tradition of collaboration.
NNIP partners also recognize the value of other vital information besides their own and all endorse "asset mapping"-interviews and surveys to discover neighborhood strengths, such as home-based businesses and cultural resources, that administrative recordkeeping may never capture.
Meeting private-sector needs.
The private sector also is a potential user of NNIP data, particularly as private interests (especially retailers) consider investment in inner-city neighborhoods. A number of retailers, including Woolworth's and Pathmark, have found that some of their urban locations are more profitable than their suburban ones.
Neighborhood indicator data could be useful in several ways to private concerns. First, data on the location, tax status, and other characteristics of vacant parcels could help investors select good locations for investment.
Second, spatial data on consumer characteristics and preferences in inner-city communities could guide private firms in deciding how best to market their products or services in these areas.
Third, information on the characteristics of local institutions could reveal attractive partnering opportunities for joint ventures in local development.
NNIP partners encourage residents to learn about their neighborhoods-and their comparative advantages and disadvantagesas they design action programs and build a tradition of collaboration. The System's Costs
The cost of developing a neighborhood indicator system should be affordable for mid-sized and larger metropolitan areas. Purchasing both data from the Census Bureau and other sources and the required computer hardware and software is inexpensive. In fact, staffing costs are by far the most expensive element of a system. In general, minimum costs for the first 2 years are likely to be around $125,000 per year, although annual outlays for most NNIP partners are two to three times that amount.
In the start-up period, the bulk of the money would have to be raised in the form of general support from national and local foundations and the local business community. In-kind contributions (office space, clerical help, and so forth) could reduce the cash component substantially.
During the second year, it should be possible to start bringing in income from fees charged for data services.
Because the fundamental mission of NNIP systems is to further local public purposes, however, the philanthropic and business sectors in a metropolitan area should be willing to cover a reasonable part of the long-term operating costs.
Directions
NNIP local institutions and the partnership as a whole have made great strides in moving the field of neighborhood indicators forward.
Toward the first goal (advancing the use of information in community capacity building), NNIP cosponsored a conference with the National Community Building Network (NCBN) in the fall of 1998 to further the use of information in community capacity building. Measuring Violence Against Women:
Recommendations From an Interagency Workshop S cholars have had difficulty measuring the levels and types of violence against women. The difficulty arises from differences in defining rape, sexual assault, and intimate partner violence; counting the incidence; and interpreting the numbers. The result is varying estimates of the nature and extent of these important social problems over the years. Now the Departments of Justice (DOJ) and Health and Human Services (DHHS) are cooperating with both practitioners and researchers to build more uniform ways to collect, analyze, and interpret information on violence against adolescent and adult women. The goal is for research to better contribute to the development and implementation of effective programs and policies that monitor and respond to this public health and criminal justice issue.
Staff from DOJ and DHHS, researchers, and practitioners from the public health and criminal justice fields have been examining the opportunities and challenges of the many current measurement strategies associated with understanding violence against women, which encompasses many behaviors and different relationships. A series of meetings and conversations has been held to sort through the issues associated with acts of violence against women that involve intimate partner violence and sexual violence by any perpetrator.
Starting the process. A 1998 research and statistical briefing for Secretary of Health and Human Services Donna Shalala and Attorney General Janet Reno focused on the nature and extent of violence against women and highlighted both current knowledge and gaps needing to be addressed.
As a result of that briefing, a steering committee was formed and a workshop scheduled to begin a long-term effort to advance the measurement of violence against women and the conduct of sound research.
1 (See "Lead Steering Committee Members.") General goals of the workshop were:
s To share information on the current state of data collection on and measurement of violence against women, especially intimate partner violence and sexual violence.
s To identify the gaps in and limitations of existing data systems for collecting information about these types of violence against women.
s To make recommendations about data collection and measurement that would assist researchers in better describing and tracking violence against women in order to better prevent and respond to it.
Background papers commissioned on several key issues, including definitional and methodological issues and the collection of national, State, and local data that reflect both public health and criminal justice perspectives, formed the basis for the workshop discussions.
Jacquelyn Campbell, Ph.D., Associate Dean, Johns Hopkins University School of Nursing, gave the opening plenary presentation. The commissioned papers were then presented and discussed by participants in a large workshop and in four smaller workgroups. The final plenary session was spent reviewing and discussing the recommendations developed within the workgroups.
The general recommendations about five complex issues were as follows:
Defining violence. Violence is a term that encompasses a broad range of maltreatment against women, which can be divided into five major components: physical violence, sexual violence, threats of physical and/or sexual violence, stalking, and psychological/emotional abuse. Participants suggested that in future writings the phrase "violence and abuse against women" be used to refer to the combination of all five components, whereas the first three components alone should be called "violence against women."
Estimating the size of the problem. Participants concluded that violence against women is a complex, multidimensional phenomenon that cannot be captured by a single number or statistic. No single survey, measurement system, or approach adequately provides all the detailed information needed to understand these problems and improve the many criminal justice, health care, and social service policies and programs aimed at combating violence against women.
Although no single or existing measurement tool is sufficient to gauge and track all dimensions of violence against women, the workshop participants concluded that personal interview surveys (conducted at the national, State, or local levels) are a better tool for measuring the extent of violence against women than systematic reviews of records (such as medical, crime, or service delivery records). This conclusion also recognizes the fact that surveys provide different types of information. Therefore, the specific strengths of various surveys should be analyzed to clearly identify what contributions they make to understanding the different dimensions of the problem.
Interpreting data. More emphasis is needed on methodological studies that explore the implications of using different data sources and data collection methods for deepening our understanding of violence against women. The format and wording of questions clearly affects the types of responses researchers receive. In addition, the context in which such questions about violence against women are asked also affects the responses. For example, responses to questions posed on a healthrelated survey may differ from responses to similar questions included as part of a crime victimization survey. It is necessary to understand more systematically the implications of data gathered for different purposes in different contexts in order to provide useful interpretations of the data.
Ensuring confidentiality and safety. More effort is needed to develop data collection strategies that ensure that the information provided by victims remains confidential and to enhance research strategies that do not jeopardize victim safety.
Continuing scientific collaboration. Participants strongly agreed on the value of this joint DHHS/DOJ effort and recommended that the two departments continue to foster communication and collaboration on these critical scientific issues.
Violence against women-including both intimate partner violence and sexual violence-is a major public concern that needs to be better understood by researchers so they can contribute more effectively to the work of policymakers, practitioners, and advocates in both the health and criminal justice sectors.
Participants in all four workgroups emphasized that their discussions and recommendations reflect the beginning of a process to develop greater uniformity across the many research and statistical sectors and intellectual disciplines contributing to our knowledge about violence against women. The discussions were a critical phase in a long-term, cross-department, cross-disciplinary effort to improve our ability to monitor violence against women and to develop programs and policies that effectively respond to and prevent it. 
Toward the Ideal of Community Justice
by Todd R. Clear and David R. Karp I n recent years, there has been a rapid growth in approaches to criminal justice that center on "community." Most familiar is community policing, now almost universally accepted as the new orthodoxy in the field, but the community paradigm has been adopted in virtually every component of the criminal justice system, from prosecution through corrections. Neighborhoodbased prosecution centers in jurisdictions such as Portland, Oregon, and New York City; community courts in Manhattan and elsewhere; reparative probation statewide in Vermont; and community justice councils in Travis County, Texas, are among the manifestations. The trend, however, is not confined to the United States. Indeed, some initiatives underway in this country were originated abroad. Family group conferencing for juvenile offenses, now being adopted here, began in New Zealand and is widespread in Australia. Sentencing circles are rooted in the traditional peacemaking rituals of both Native Canadians and Native Americans.
Community Justice Defined
Two central elements grafted from policing-problem solving and community orientation-animate community justice. The approach, which is proactive rather than focused on criminal events, is handled on a case-by-case basis. Community justice taps into the problem-solving skills of citizens instead of relying solely on the expertise of professionals. It is localized and flexible rather than centralized and standardized. And whereas in traditional criminal justice the outcome of a case generally involves restricting the offender's freedom, in community justice, restoring what the victim and the community have lost as a result of the crime is at the forefront. In this respect, it closely resembles restorative justice.
1
Community justice might be best described as an ethic that transforms the aim of the justice system into enhancing community life or sustaining community. To achieve that aim, the community partners with the justice system to share responsibility for social control. This means some control devolves from the justice system, a powerful mechanism of formal social control, to the community, which through churches, schools, civic organizations, families, and similar institutions, exercises the informal social control that fosters civil behavior and public safety.
Still in an embryonic
stage, community justice is not yet a fully identifiable practice, nor is it based on a systematically derived theory or grounded in a body of empirical research. Without a full articulation of the philosophy underlying community justice, it might be dismissed as a fad or as a term applied to programs that consist of little substantive change. The ideal of community justice is presented here to begin elaboration of the concept and to guide practitioners who may be interested in adopting the approach.
Crime, Communities, and Criminal Justice
As currently configured, the justice system responds to crime in ways that may actually diminish the quality of life of a community. Strong mechanisms of informal social control in a community not only help reduce crime, but by augmenting the work of the agents of formal control, make that work easier.
2 By contrast, when informal social controls are weak, formal social control fills the void, and as it becomes the main regulating force, citizens may begin to view it as the appropriate agent to deal with all conflict, not just crime. 3 Incarcerating large segments of a neighborhood's population is evidence of strong formal social control, but it signals the breakdown of informal control mechanisms and can further weaken an already fragile social order. 4 Community justice, by contrast, is based on the notion that formal social control is neither the only response to crime nor the one best suited to improve the quality of community life.
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Community justice might be best described as an ethic that transforms the aim of the justice system into enhancing community life or sustaining community. To achieve that aim, the community partners with the justice system to share responsibility for social control. "Supportive" Justice. In exercising conventional formal control, the justice system functions as a force acting upon the community, whereas in a community justice model it is a resource to strengthen and support the community in dealing with crime and disorder. Drawing on the community's capacity for self-regulation, the justice system helps build up the forces of social control that occur naturally in a community.
Under community justice, offender accountability for crime remains a vital element, but it is set in the context of repairing the damage to both victims and the community. Embracing the idea of community is a profound shift because it changes the focus of justice from what is to be done about people (offenders) to what is to be done about the places in which people live and work. And while in the community justice paradigm incarceration remains a means to ensure public safety, what to do about released offenders also becomes a concern.
Underlying Community
Ideals. Community justice is guided by certain fundamental moral and social ideals of effectively functioning communities. As ideals, they are never fully realized, but they can serve as benchmarks against which public policy and programs based on community justice are measured. They extend beyond the protection of rights that is a hallmark of traditional liberalism and embrace contemporary concern for cultivating meaningful social relationships, responsible citizenship, and democratic participation. Strengthening social ties refers to the role of community in imparting wisdom; inspiring a sense of belonging; responding collectively to individuals' needs; promoting relations based on reciprocal interests, commitment, and cooperation; and fostering self-definition and realization. By promoting intimate, supportive relationships in this way, communities serve as a countervailing force to the tendency of complex societies to base human relations on marketplace considerations.
Communities promote the common good while protecting the rights of individuals, an ideal expressed as reconciling order and autonomy. Far from being incompatible, order and autonomy are interdependent. Indeed, autonomy depends on a foundation of order. When conflict arises, the community justice ideal would be neither to balance the two nor to choose one over the other, but rather to recognize collective needs while acknowledging each individual's full autonomy as a shared interest.
Ideally, obedience to the law derives from motives other than self-interest or fear of sanctions. People obey the law because they believe it is morally valid and thus they see enforcement as legitimate. This ideal, voluntary cooperation, refers to the cultivation of socially astute, emotionally intelligent citizens who are as concerned with and engaged in the life of the community as they are with their own lives. Concern for the collective good becomes the motivating force in obeying the law.
Beyond the Adversarial
Model. These community ideals are "operationalized" or fulfilled through such institutions as schools, churches, and civic associations; through the multiple informal mechanisms that socialize community members by transmitting behavioral norms and standards; and through civic activism, which enables people to assess their own views and demonstrate common purpose. The current adversarial configuration of the justice system militates against the full realization of these ideals. Thus, for example, when criminal justice is reduced to fighting and controlling crime, aggressive and even brutal police tactics can shatter a normative order based on institutional legitimacy and individual autonomy. If cooper-
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Under community justice, offender accountability for crime remains a vital element, but it is set in the context of repairing the damage to both victims and the community. Embracing the idea of community is a profound shift because it changes the focus of justice from what is to be done about people (offenders) to what is to be done about the places in which people live and work.
ation is a product of coercion, the spirit of voluntarism vital to a community declines, and narrow selfinterest replaces it. Crime increases fear, and because the justice system does not address that fear, the response to crime can be withdrawal from civic participation. By offering a model in which crime is understood as something that happens to a community, community justice builds and sustains communities. It does so by applying democratic principles that increase the roles and responsibilities of offenders, victims, and other members of the community affected by a crime, thereby engaging them more fully in community life. In the same sense, the egalitarian principles on which community justice is based help ensure commitment to crime prevention by cultivating concern, particularly for societal inequities.
Principles of Democratic Community Justice
In community justice, criminal events are considered and dealt with as social acts that shatter community life. They are not simply violations of the law but renunciation by offenders of their moral and social obligations to the community as a whole as well as to the victim. When crime is viewed this way, it shows the State's role as sole arbiter of the offender-victim conflict to be flawed, because community members are isolated from that conflict.
At the heart of community justice is civic participation. Through the problem-solving process, all parties carry out tasks derived from their relationship to the criminal event. These tasks are based on principles that define an essentially democratic vision of justice: Citizens participate in processes that affirm community standards of conduct, restore the quality of community life, and reduce the likelihood of further crime. The tasks of each party are reciprocal, linking them in a network of mutual obligation. (See figure 1.) The Roles of Victim, Offender, and Community. The offender must strive for readmission to the community. This involves admitting the wrong, working to undo the effects of the offense, and taking steps to convince the community that the crime will not occur again. Victims, too, have responsibilities. In community justice their goal is to recover their capacity to fully function in the community. Recovery begins when the victim articulates the losses, intangible as well as tangible, and estimates the resources, financial and otherwise, needed to restore the losses.
Because community laws have been violated and community life disrupted, it is incumbent on community institutions to play a role in recovery. That may involve clarifying norms and standards of conduct, expressing to the offender in particular what is and is not acceptable. (For an example of how this operates in practice, see "Vermont's Reparative Probation: Upholding Standards of Community Behavior," page 24.) The community provides opportunities for making restitution and offers the support and supervision needed for the offender to live in the community crime-free. To the victim, the community provides support in achieving recovery.
The Role of the Justice System. For the justice system, the role shifts from that of defender of law and order to that of resource to the community, bearing ultimate responsibility for the justice process. In the community justice model, the justice system helps the victim, community, and offender to carry out their tasks by designing and managing a process that facilitates participation. In the ideal conception, community justice workers assume that role.
Community justice workers might, for example, organize and convene victim-offender mediation sessions, family group conferences, reparative citizen boards, sentencing circles, or similar practices based on restorative justice. 6 The justice system also would design and oversee a risk management plan that differs from the conventional approach in allowing the community to accept or reject it. 
Principles of Egalitarian Community Justice
Community justice works not just through the personal response of each individual stakeholdervictim, offender, and communityafter a crime is committed. It works by cultivating the community's social obligation to prevent crime. In this more broad conception, the ideal of justice is fundamentally egalitarian. Egalitarianism in this context means applying principles relevant to key indicators of the quality of community life: Community members treat each other fairly (equality), tolerate the attitudes and behaviors of others (inclusion), balance self-interest with concern for the collective good (mutuality), and are willing to put the common good above their own wants and needs (stewardship). 7 Community justice is responsive not only to crime, but also to the conditions such as economic deprivation that may foster it.
From Crime Control to Crime Prevention
The principle of equality refers to fair treatment of all community members, grounded in repudiation of social subordination. 8 Because neighborhood disadvantage correlates strongly with criminality, 9 it suggests community justice must respond to social inequity if the quality of community life is to improve. Whether that can be done is open to question, however, given the demise of the manufacturing sector that once meant full employment in the cities and the persistent spatial isolation of an economic underclass (consisting disproportionately of African Americans) in many urban cores.
Reducing the marginalization of those who challenge the accepted code of behavior and fail to conform is an ongoing pursuit in community justice. The tension between tolerating nonconformity and promoting predictability of social interaction is resolved with "pre-emptive strikes" of socialization and informal social control. Shaming is one such means. 10 It works because people want to avoid In what is essentially a communitybased restorative justice program, more than 60 boards operating throughout the State handle the cases of people whom the courts have sentenced to reparative probation for nonviolent offenses, including some property felonies. The sentence is conditioned on the offender's meeting with the board, which negotiates an agreement or contract specifying how the offender will repair the harm inflicted on the victim and the community. Victims meet with the board if they wish to do so, and all participants, including the victims, must agree to the terms of the contract.
The board works with the offender in three ways. First, it seeks to demonstrate to him or her the effects of the crime on the victim and the community; second, it identifies ways the offender can repair the damage; and third, it works with the offender to devise a strategy to reduce the likelihood of reoffending. With the victim, the board works to acknowledge the harm done, to listen to the victim's concerns, and to demonstrate that the community cares and will act on the victim's behalf.
The Community Reparative Boards of Vermont create a vital opportunity for citizen participation in the justice system. The boards do not establish guilt or innocence, but rather clarify, communicate, and enforce standards of acceptable behavior following the court's decision. By removing sanctioning from the courtroom to the informal problem-solving setting of the community, the process forces offenders to face their peers directly. disapproval. The risk is that shaming may stigmatize the deviant and lead to ostracism, which in turn may impel the deviating person to seek the company of other outcasts. The challenge is to build the norm violator's stake in the community by cultivating a sense of inclusion.
Rational choice theorists have long pondered whether or not cooperation is possible among "egoists" 11 -that is, whether there can be common purpose among people who are less concerned about the general welfare than about their own lives. The issue has been explored in the experimental gaming literature, 12 where at least one theorist has concluded that while self-interest yields short-term benefits, cooperation achieves the greatest long-term gains. 13 That highlights the imperative of building long-term relationships based on mutual interest, which offer the greatest incentive to cooperate. In the context of community justice, the issue translates as how to mobilize support for crime prevention and develop strategies that reduce incentives to commit crime. The principle of mutuality assumes mobilization is feasible because people have a stake in community life, but there need to be strategies that make this stake manifest.
Stewardship is the principle that may place the greatest demand on community members because it requires that they empathize with people whom they may not know personally. In the words of criminologist James Q. Wilson, stewardship involves the creation of a "moral sense" based on sympathy, fairness, self-control, and duty. 14 Stewards of the community not only demonstrate concern for the welfare of the whole, but they are willing even to sacrifice their own desires and needs. Like equality, stewardship may require tackling structural societal problems. As a principle of justice, it requires examining local standards of behavior and adjudicating the conflict between them and acts that may not reflect those standards. In such examination, a chief concern is the effect of individual acts on the good of the whole. (For Coordination among these three bodies is key to their functioning. It enables the council to develop community justice plans that are comprehensive and geared toward local needs. One outcome was the establishment of a Community Justice Center-a community correctional facilityclose to a neighborhood troubled by crime and economic hardship. Thanks to the infrastructure of the council, all parties worked together on tasks ranging from site selection and facility design to the development of programs and services to promote reintegration of offenders into the community.
1. See Earle, Ronald, "Community Justice: The Austin Experience," Texas Probation 11 (1996): 6-11.
Can It Work?
Particularly for practitioners who wish to develop community justice initiatives, it is important to note that there is no standard formula for adopting the principles. The design will depend on the nature of community organizations, justice system practices, and crime problems in the targeted neighborhood. Myriad models are plausible, and a community might adopt and reject several options before finding a good fit.
Community justice is not problemfree. Citizens are not likely to be eager to participate; justice system officials also may be resistant. The history of community organizing and community development offers ample proof of the difficulty of mobilizing and engaging people, particularly on a sustained basis. Operational difficulties will abound. Offenders will fail-sometimes dramatically so. Yet there are reasons to believe community justice is a good idea.
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For More Information Any call for change that does not recognize the loss of credibility in the justice system is bound to fail. Because it is the community that has lost faith, faith can be restored to the extent the community is involved. The ideal of community has an almost inherent appeal, as it holds out the prospect for inclusionproviding incentives for victims and offenders to participate-and offers opportunities to improve the quality of community life. Finally, community justice is already happening, as criminal justice agencies throughout the country reach out to the communities they serve, bring them more actively into the justice process, and form partnerships with organizations representing local interests. What remains is for those interested in advancing the aims of community justice to harvest the results achieved thus far and use them to further develop the concept. 
Homicide and Crack Connection
Cork shows that most of the studied cities registered a sudden increase in juvenile gun homicide within 2 years of a similar, sharp increase in crack arrests among juveniles. He determines that the movement of the two processes is similar, starting on the East and West coasts and working their way toward other regions of the Nation. The evidence also suggests some signs that the spread of guns was a slower, more extended process than was the establishment of thriving crack markets in particular cities.
Most cities experienced a growth in young adult (ages 18-24) gun homicides at roughly the same time as the juvenile homicides. This did not necessarily represent an expansion of new-found gun availability, however, because the spread of guns among young adults moved at half the rate that they did among juveniles. This may be because juveniles have a higher degree of networking-through schools and social circles-than older age groups. Among older offenders, no growth was experienced at all. NIJ Final Reports. These final submissions from NIJ grantees typically are available from NCJRS through interlibrary loan. In some cases, photocopies may be obtained for a fee. For information about these reports and possible fees, contact NCJRS.
NIJ Publications. Some of the information here is summarized from recent NIJ publications, which are available from the NIJ Web site or by contacting NCJRS. Refer to the documents' accession (ACN) or NCJ numbers.
homicide, further reinforcing Blumstein's claim that the spike in homicide among juveniles owed to new-found guns in impulsive hands (1995). The explanation that seems best suited to account for these findings is that suggested by the Blumstein hypothesis: that the emergence of crack markets in individual cities stimulated an increase in the number of guns among juveniles, leading to dramatic growth in juvenile gun homicide. Based on life-history interviews with 52 men ranging in age from 62 to 70 from the original group of 500 juvenile delinquents who were studied, Laub and Sampson conclude that although there are multiple pathways to desistance, four significant factors are: (1) marriage and spouses, (2) military service, (3) work, and (4) neighborhood change.
For more information

Key Factors
What appears to be important about these processes is that they all involve, to varying degrees, the following items:
s A "knifing off " of the past from the present.
s New situations that provide both supervision and monitoring as well as new opportunities for social support and growth.
s New situations that provide the opportunity for transforming identity.
The Gluecks' Unraveling study sought to answer an enduring question: What factors differentiate boys reared in poor neighborhoods who become serious and persistent delinquents from boys reared in the same neighborhoods who do not become delinquent or antisocial?
If the trajectory of a delinquent's life is uninterrupted, Sampson and Laub's theory predicts a continuation of criminal involvement starting with childhood antisocial behavior leading to serious juvenile delinquency and finally to adult crime. This behavior often extends into other adult domains, including problems in marriage, employment, or with drugs or alcohol.
Change is Possible
Change, however, is possible through formal and informal interventions. For example, youths who enter the military and use the GI Bill can increase their socioeconomic status.
Community corrections programs may work in the same manner, by
Unraveling Juvenile Delinquency
A novel aspect of the Unraveling study was the matching design, in which 500 delinquents and 500 nondelinquents were matched case-by-case on age (average age 14), ethnicity (all white ethnics-mainly English, Irish, and Italian), intelligence (mean IQ 92), and neighborhood socioeconomic status (poor, disadvantaged neighborhoods).
The original sample of delinquents and nondelinquents was followed up at age 25 and again at age 32 from 1949 to 1965.
From 1988 to 1992, with support from the National Institute of Justice, among others, Laub and Sampson recoded, computerized, and reanalyzed the longitudinal data for the sample, up to age 32.
In 1994, with primary financial support from the Harry Frank Guggenheim Foundation, Laub and Sampson launched a new follow-up study of the original delinquents as they approached age 70. They collected criminal records, death records, and located and reinterviewed a subset of the original delinquent subjects.
providing offenders with a break from their harmful lifestyle while receiving treatment that may increase their chances for employment, education, and social capital while decreasing their criminal behavior. The data presented here are subject to change as the research progresses and may not be cited without permission.
Impact of Prison
Research Design
The project grew from Teplin's earlier studies of psychiatric disorders among adult detainees. Teplin considered the focus on children to be a logical progression from the adult studies because most incarcerated adults first got into trouble and experienced mental health problems as children. Researchers also were interested in exploring whether a potential parallel exists between adult and juvenile experiences with the mental health and criminal justice systems, i.e., have juvenile detention centers become the "poor child's mental hospital," just as jails, in the wake of limited mental health options, serve as the hospital for mentally ill adults? The study aims to answer two specific questions:
s How many detained children have drug, alcohol, and mental disorders, particularly co-occurring disorders?
s Do detained children who need mental health treatment receive the services to which they are constitutionally entitled?
Chicago was chosen as the study site because of its racial and ethnic diversity, particularly among the Latino population, and because State and local agencies are providing a high level of cooperation. Over a period of 2½ years, Northwestern researchers interviewed 1,830 youths between the ages of 10 and 18 within 1 to 3 days of their admission to the detention center. Subjects were paid for participating and received additional money for providing a urine sample. Researchers stratified the sample by race/ethnicity, gender, age, and severity of charge; they oversampled girls (because previous studies had neglected them), younger children (so researchers could study early patterns of behavior), whites, and juveniles processed as adults.
Findings
Preliminary urinalysis results showed that 67 percent of detainees tested positive for any drug; only 6 percent tested positive for drugs other than cannabis. The researchers considered the high rate of substance abuse alarming because for this population of young, low-income, troubled children, cannabis use may lead to the use of other drugs.
Preliminary analysis showed that almost 66 percent of boys and 73 percent of girls were diagnosed with one or more psychiatric disorders. Twenty-two percent of girls were diagnosed with major depression, making them more likely to develop psychiatric disorders and other problems and have poor outcomes as they age. Also, nearly 50 percent of detainees were diagnosed with alcohol or drug dependence.
The early data showed high rates of comorbidity: 14 percent of the sample had both an affective disorder (e.g. major depression, manic episode) and a conduct disorder. Twenty-eight percent of the sample had both a conduct/behavior disorder and substance abuse/dependence.
In addition, in the preliminary analysis 69 percent of detainees with an affective disorder, 66 percent with an anxiety disorder, and 73 percent with a disruptive behavior disorder had either drug or alcohol abuse/ dependence, compared with 30 percent of those not diagnosed with a psychiatric disorder. Meanwhile, of those with either drug or alcohol dependence, 26 percent also had an affective disorder, 29 percent had an anxiety disorder, and 61 percent had a disruptive behavior disorder.
As this issue of the NIJ Journal goes to press, 32 youth (1.75 percent) have died, all but 7 of gunshot wounds.
Further Work
The Northwestern Juvenile Project is a large-scale longitudinal study of psychiatric disorders among youth in the juvenile justice system. As the 5-year study continues, all subjects are being interviewed at 3 years and then again at 4½ 
Focus on Systems and Process
The BTC strategy aims to increase safety by reducing recidivism among criminal offenders addicted to illicit drugs. BTC became operational in October 1998, though implementation dates vary by jurisdiction.
BTC takes a systematic approach to offender treatment: It integrates public safety and public health operations to create a seamless system for addicted offenders throughout the criminal justice system. Integration is achieved through:
s Increased information sharing across agencies regarding offender progress.
s Shared decision making at key points during the process, namely, drug testing, assessment, supervision plan, treatment plan, and noncompliance issues.
s Shared responsibility for offender and process outcomes among treatment agencies, supervision agencies, and the judiciary.
The systemic approach focuses on creating policies and procedures that span organizational boundaries (e.g., treatment agencies, supervision agencies, and so forth) to create consistent responses to the offender population.
Program Implementation and Evaluation Findings for Year 1
The BTC strategy involves three components: drug testing, a continuum of treatment services, and sanctions and rewards. More than 19,000 offenders with drug testing and treatment conditions of release (including sentenced offenders and drug court participants) were tested with more than 320,000 drug tests. Offenders were selected to participate if they would be under supervision long enough (i.e., a minimum of 6 months) to warrant involvement in treatment to have a sustained effect. This targeting of offenders with 6 months or more of supervision is needed to effectively use the scarce treatment resources.
Evaluation findings suggest that differences can occur with a prescribed testing schedule; more frequent drug testing resulted in a more expeditious and significant drop in the rates of positive drug tests. For offenders who were tested at the twice per week schedule, the drug test positive rate declined by 44 percent within 60 days. Offenders drug tested at the once per week schedule had a 31-percent decline in 60 days, and those tested monthly had a negligible decrease of 3 percent in 60 days.
The study found that at intake, across the seven jurisdictions, 34 percent of the offenders tested positive with a decline to 16 percent within 16 drug tests (60 days) or a total decline of 53 percent. Noshows at the first intake were reported to be 33 percent, which decreased to 14 percent at the sixteenth test.
Drug testing provides an inexpensive mechanism of supervising offenders in the community; like day reporting centers, drug testing requires the offender to be present at set times, which increases accountability for his or her actions. The testing protocol had a dramatic impact on drug test positive rates for offenders, regardless of drug of choice, as shown in figure 1.
Even with a drug testing condition (judicial-or parole board-ordered), not all of the offenders tested positive. This suggests that the judiciary and/or parole board are in need of more information before assigning drug testing and/or treatment conditions.
However, testing alone did little to affect the positive test rate after 60 days of testing; the positive rate remained stable. Taxman suggested that more rigorous applications of testing, treatment, and sanctions are needed to influence this plateau. It is also this group, which continues to test positive or to be a no-show, that should be targeted for scarce treatment resources. A systemic approach with consistent drug testing provides a sound approach to identify druginvolved offenders who continue to test positive during supervision.
Treatment. Another first-year emphasis was developing and implementing treatment and criminal justice procedures consistent with best practices in the field. The BTC approach involves the use of treatment for those offenders who continue to test positive. Prior to BTC, most offenders were placed in outpatient services with one or two counseling sessions per week. Under BTC, more intensive services (e.g., more sessions, intensive outpatient services, and longer duration of services) were to be delivered to drug-involved offenders.
Site visits revealed that prior to BTC, a common problem in the treatment delivery system was that offenders were missing treatment assessments and/or appointments. Each site developed a strategic plan to address this problem, which involved the treatment agency informing the supervision agency within 24 hours of a no-show or, if available, the use of an automated management information system (HATS) to share information between the agencies. Both strategies are being evaluated to determine the impact on no-show rates. You need to subscribe.
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The guides are suitable for both highly complex and visible cases and those that attract less attention and fewer responses but may be just as complex for the investigator. They discuss prioritizing initial response efforts, evaluating the scene, documenting the scene, processing the evidence at the scene, and completing and recording the scene investigation.
Other titles in the series include: s Graphical output of grid files and ArcView 'shp' files has been improved.
s MapInfo 'dat' files are supported.
s General ASCII 'grd' files are supported.
s 'Mif ' files are restructured, allowing them to be read by Maptitude.
Additional statistics include:
s Geometric, harmonic, and triangulated means.
s Modification of the nearest neighbor and Ripley's K routines to allow edge corrections.
s Modification of the K-means clustering routine to allow more user control over initial seed selection.
s A whole new journey to crime module that includes journey to crime calibration and estimation routines.
Additional documentation has been added for these changes, including an entire chapter on the journey to crime (Jtc) estimation, which provides background to the method, the various options for running the routines, and a preliminary evaluation of the accuracy of these types of methods. Plenary panels featured discussions about the nature of crime, policy changes related to incarceration and deinstitutionalization, and new problem-solving paradigms. Acting NIJ Director Julie E. Samuels hosted a question-and-answer session on NIJ issues and future plans.
More than 50 sessions were held during the 3-day meeting.
Keeping Schools Safe
"Security Technologies for School Safety" was the topic of a recent gathering for school principals and administrators, school security personnel, and law enforcement officers.
About 250 people attended the July conference in Dallas to learn more about strategies and special programs, gain better understanding of the appropriate and inappropriate uses of security technologies, and inspect a wide range of security technologies.
The conference was the first national forum for school administrators to focus on the application of security technology. The 3-day gathering was cosponsored by NIJ, the Departments of Education and Energy, and Sandia National Laboratories.
Using DNA for Investigations
Law Enforcement Summit. In July, NIJ hosted the National Law Enforcement Summit on DNA Technology to discuss the concerns law enforcement agencies have about integrating DNA evidence into the investigative process. 
International ADAM Holds 3rd Annual Meeting
The countries participating in the International Arrestee Drug Abuse Monitoring (I-ADAM) program are working to standardize drug surveillance systems across nations so that comparative research can be conducted on the prevalence, incidence, and consequences of drug use. Seven countries are actively collecting I-ADAM data. They are: Australia, Chile, England, Malaysia, Scotland, South Africa, and the United States.
I-ADAM held its 3 rd Annual Conference on September 21-23 in Washington, D.C. The NIJsponsored event provided a forum for the I-ADAM partners to assemble, share experiences, and discuss strategic planning issues.
In addition to the individual country status reports from each I-ADAM partner, meeting attendees focused on recent I-ADAM research findings, analysis of I-ADAM data, data availability and sharing, I-ADAM instrument enhancement and developments, cross-site comparability and training issues, different laboratory methods of drug testing, and future directions for I-ADAM. Note: Violent crimes included are homicides, rape, robbery, and both simple and aggravated assault.
* The National Crime Victimization Survey redesign was implemented in 1993; the area without shading is before the redesign and the shaded area after the redesign. The data before 1993 are adjusted to make them comparable with data collected since the redesign. 
Solicitation for Investigator-Initiated Research
NIJ has issued open solicitations to the criminal justice research field to propose innovative research endeavors.
Under NIJ's investigator-initiated program, applicants may submit proposals to explore a wide range of research and evaluation topics relevant to criminal justice policy or practice, supporting NIJ's broad portfolio of both basic and applied studies.
Awards are usually 1-to 2-year grants ranging from $25,000 to $300,000.
